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REMARKS 

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the OfiSce Action mailed on September 
10, 2003. Claims 1, 9, 16 and 26 are amended, claims 8, 18. 27 and 28 are canceled, and claims 
38-40 are added; as a result, claims 1-7, 9-17, 19-26 and 29^ are now pending in this 
appIicatioiL 

Claims 1 and 16 have been amended to fonher clariiy that the route guidance fliat 
accounts for insignificant route segments includes route guidance that modifies a maneuver 
associated with an insignificant route segment Claim 8 has been canceled without prejudice or 
disclaimer in view of the amendment to claim 1, and claim 18 has been canceled without 
prejudice or disclaimer in view of the amendment to claim 16. Claim 9 has been amended to 
further clarify that accounting for insignificant route segments includes nulling some 
maneuvers associated with insignificant route segments and raodi^g other maneuvers 
associated with insignificant route segments. Claim 26 has been amended to fbither clarify that 
accounting for insignificant road segments includes nulliftdng the maneuver associated with 
some insignificant route segments and modifying the maneuver associated with other 
insigoificant route segments. Claims 27-28 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer 
in view of the iamendment to claim 26. 

New claim 38 includes language recited in original independent claim 9 and original 
dependcait claim 15. New claim 39 includes language recited in original independent claim 26 
and original dependent claim SiS, New claim 40 includes language recited in original 
independent claim 26 and original dependeot claim 37, 



Objections to the Svecification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subjected matter in claim 37. The objection stated: "the specification does not teach 
detetmining insignificant road by going through the ordered steps set forth in claim 37. " 

Applicant respectfully traverses the objection, and asserts that the ordered steps set forth 
in claim 37 arc provided m the specification. Applicant directs the Examiner^s attention to page 
15 lines 3-5, page 18 line 17topage 19 line 18 ofthe specification, and to FIG. 9. AppUcant 
respecifiilly requests withdrawal of the objection. 



PAGE 14i23'RCVDAT2/17/20IM 1:54:30 PM [Eastern Standard T^^^^ 



02/17/2004 TUE 12:37 FAX 812^W 3061 SLWK 121015/023 



AMENDMENT AND RE5MN5E UNDER 37 CFR § 1.111 Pase 12 

r?'*ii:r^^^t^l^ ,n«, ^ 1528.010US1 

Filmg Dflto*. DecMiber 2U 2001 

TJlte: GUIDANCE WITH FEATURfi ACCOUNTING FOR INSIGNIFICANT ROADS 



S103 Rejection of the Claims 
Claims 1-10, 13-14, 16-30Qnd34-3S rejected under 35 USC§ 103(a) as bemg 
ur«>atoQtabIe over Yokoyama et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,452,212) m view of 0*Shea (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,199,013). Applicant respectfiilly traverses the rejection for at least the followisig reasons, 
Yokoyama relates generally to a navigation system for vehicles with a guide control that 
has a landmark name setting section to set names of landmarks according to iufonnation about 
the landma r ks, (Abstract). Thecitedportionsof Yokoyama generally relate to a process for 
guiding a driver by the names of entiy/exit interchanges where the names of entry/exit 
interchanges are set according to a selected route, ^ere the process is ended if there arc no 
names and the names are displayed within the route m^ if the interchanges have names. 
Applicant is unable to find, among other things, in the cited portions of Yokoyama, a showing or 
suggestion of accounting for insignificant route segments, nor a showing or suggestion of 
modifying a maneuver associated with an insignificant route segment. O'Shea relates generally 
to a maneuver generation program for a computer-based navigation system (Abstract). O'Shea 
distinguishes maneuvers from advisories (col 19, lines 41-42). Advisories provide usefiil 
information at a node although no action is required (col, 1 8, lines 62-67)» Applicant 
respectfully asserts that an advisory is not a modification of a maneuver^ Applicant is unable to 
find, among other things, in the cited portions of O'Shea a showing or suggestion of modifying a 
maneuver associated with an insignificant route segment. 

With respect to independent claim 1, Applicant is unable to find, among other things, in 
the cited portions of the Yokoyama and 0*Shea references either a showing or a suggestion of an 
electronic navigational aid device where a processor and memory are adapted to cooperate to 
provide route guidance that accounts for insignificant route segments, including route guidance 
that modifies a mjmeuver associated with an insignificant route segm^it, as recited in the claim. 
Claims 2-7 either directly or indirectly depend on independent claim 1, and aro believed to be 
patentable at least for the reasons provided with respect to claim L 

With respect to independent claim 9, Applicant is unable to find, among other things, in 
the cited portions of the Yokoyama and O'Shea references either a showing or a suggestion of an 
electronic navigational aid device wher a processor and memory ar adapted to identify a 
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sequence of toute segments and a sequence of maneuvers associated with the route segments, 
determine whether a route segment in the sequence of route segments is significBnt or 
insignificant, provide route guidance for a maneuver associated with a significant loute segment, 
and account for an insignificant route segment prior to providing route guidance for the 
maneuver associated with the insignificant route 5egmen1;» including nullifying some maneuvers . 
associated with insignificant route segments and modiiying other maneuvers associated wiQi 
insignificant route segments, as recited in the claim. 

Claims 10 and 13-^14 depend on indq)endent claim 9, and are believed to be patentable at 
least for the reasons provided with respect to claim 9. For example, Applicant is unable to find a 
showing or suggestion of determining whether a segment in a sequence of route segments is 
sigoificant or insignificant by determining whether the segment has a name, as recited in claim 
10, or by determining whether a route guidance maneuver for the segment and a route guidance 
maneuver for the successive segment qualijfy for modification as recited in claim 14. 

With respect to independent claim 16, Applicant is unable to find, among Other things, in 
the cited portions of the Yokoyama and O'Shea references either a showing or a suggestion of a 
navigation system where the system provide route guidance that modifies a maneuver associated 
with an insignificant route segment, as recited in the claim. Claims 17-25 depend on 
independent claim 16, and are beUeved to be patentable at least for the reasons provided with 
respect to claim 16. For example. Applicant is unable to find a showing or suggestion of a 
wireless channel as recited in claim 20, a remote server as recited in claun 21, streaming data as 
recited in claim 23, and cellular communication technology as recited in claim 24. Applicant 
respectfully asserts that the conclusion in the rejection lacks evidentiary support and the clear 
and unmistakable technical line of reasoning needed to rely on "common knowledge/' Thus, 
pursuant to MPEP §2144.03 and 37 CFR §1.104(c)-(d), AppUcant i^ectfiiUy requests the 
examiner to provide references in support of the rejection. 

With respect to independent claim 26, Applicant is unable to find, among other things, in 
the cited portions of flie Yokoyama and O'Shea references either a showing or a suggestion of a 
method that accounts for an insignificant route segment, including nullifying a maneuver 
associated with some insignificant route segments and modifying the man uver associated with 
other insignificant route segments, as recited in the claim. Claims 29-30 and 34-35 depend on 
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independent clmm 26, and are believed to be patentable at least for the reasons provided with 
respect to claim 26. For example. Applicant is unable to find a showing or suggestion of 
modifying or nullifying the maneuver as recited in claim 29, detennining whether the route 
segment has a name in a process for detennining whether the route segment is sigoificant as 
recited in claim 30, detemiining whether route guidance maneuvers for die route segment and a 
successive route segment qualify for nullification as lecitod in claim 34, and detennining 
whether the route guidance maneuvers fpr the route segment and the successive route segment 
qualify for modification as recited in claim 35. 

Claims 11-12, IS, 31-33 and 36-37 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yokoyama et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,452,212) in view of 0*Shea (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,1 99,013) and further in view of Hasegawa et al, (U.S, Patent No. 6,510,379). Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection for at least the following reasons. 

Hasegawa relates generally to a pedestrian route guidance ^paratus (Abstract). The 
cited portions of Hasegawa generally relate to deleting short line segments (extending in 
directions different from actual roads at a crossing portion oa a wide road, a center traffic strip 
and overpass on roads) and merging continuous lines segments in the same direction and to 
deleting short arcs. Applicant is unable to find a showing or suggestion in the cited portions that 
a route segment is determined to be significant or insignificant based on whether the segment has 
a length less than a predeteraiined distance, or whether a segment in the sequence of route 
segments is significant or insignificant by detennming whether the segment has a length less 
than a length of a successive segment. 

Claims 1 1-12 and 1 5 depend on claim 9, and are believed to be patentable at least for the 
reasons provided with respect to claim 9; and claims 31-33 and 36-37 depend on claim 26, and 
are believed to be patentable at least for the reasons provided with respect to claim 26. For 
example, Applicant is unable to find, among other things, in the cited portions of the Yokoyama, 
O'Shea and Hasegawa references either a showmg or a suggestion of determining whether a 
segment is significant by a combination of detennining whether the segment has a name> has a 
length less than a predetemuned distance^ has a length less than a length of a successive segment, 
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and deterniixiing wheflier route guidance maneuvers for the segment and a successive segment 
qualify for nullification or modification, as recited in claims 15, 36 and 37. Furflier, Applicant is 
unable to find, in the cited portions of the refi^ences^ a showing or suggestion of the oider a3 
recited in claim 37. Additionally, Applicant is unable to find, in the cited portions of the 
references, a showing or suggestion of determining whether the route segmmt has a length less 
than a length of a successive route segment. 

Thus, i^plicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the §103 rejections, and 
reconsideration and allowance of the claims. 

Reservation of th e Risht to Swear Behind S102fe) Referencefs) 
App&c&xA maintains its right to swear behind any reference(s) cited in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. §1 02(e), Statemeots distinguishing the claimed subject matter are not to be inteipreted 
as admissions that a § 102(e) reference is prior ait 
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Conctiision 

All coirespondence should continue to be sent to: 

Devon A. Rolf 
Gaimia International, Inc. 
1200 E. 151*^ Street 
Olathe^KS 66062 

Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance and 

notification to that effect is earnestly requested. The Examiner is invited to telephone 

Applicant's attorney (612-373-6960) to facilitate prosecution of this application. 

Tf necessary* please charge any additional fees or credit overpayment to Deposit Account 
No, 19-0743. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date /^-y-^j 



MICHAEL CHUDS ET AL. 
By their Representatives, 

SCHWBGMAN, LUNDBERG, WOESSNER & KLUTH, P JV. 
P.O. Box 2938 
Minnei^jolis, MN 5S402 
(612) 373-6960 



By. 



Marv 



larvin L. Beekman 
Reg. No. 38,377 



CBRTipiCATS 37 CFR 1.8; The inHjcrsjgnc^ hereby ctniitca Hat this correspondeaM is bemg depcmfted with the Ubited States Postal 

Service wilh <U^ient postage 9S first clnra trail, in n envelope addressed to: Coimwsstoner ufPaientfi, P.O. Box 1430, AkaUiulria, VA 223 1 3« 
1450. on m .^day Of PgCfflfar. 2Qia> 

Candis B. Buending 
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